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Call to Order: 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he wished to have at least an informal reaction 
from Senate on a matter that has arisen in the general area of student 
appeals. At his request, Senate agreed to insert the item at this point in the 
Agenda, to be dealt with in "Closed Session". Dr. O'Brien asked those in 
attendance who were not members of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FINK, SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, 
THAT MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF OCTOBER 30 AND 
NOVEMBER 27, 1981, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Question Period 


A number of issues were raised and responded to, including the hiring of 
outside management consultants from Peat, Marwick & Partners in 
connection with the "Study on Mission and Strategy for the '80's", as 
described in document US-81-11-D12 which was tabled for information at 
the December 18, 1981, meeting of Senate; an invoice in the amount of 56~ 
that was mailed to a third year student in Communication Studies last 
autumn, by the University's Accounting Office; the possibility of University 
management taking salary cuts in view of the substantial budget cuts 
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anticipated for the coming year; student tuition fee increases and particularly 
the question of differential fees for foreign students; the grounds for 
appointing a G.S.A. representative to sit on the University Committee on 
Priorities and Planning, (document US-81-11-Dll); and a proposed change 
in the time table for the 1982 Summer Session in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration. 


In response to a suggestion that in honour of Non-Smokers' Week, the 
Regulation on the Prohibition of Smoking in classrooms, etc., be extended 
to include Senate meetings, Dr. O'Brien advised that because of the way in 
which the Senate Agenda was set up, he could rot allow a motion to be 
made at this point. However, he suggested that the motion be submitted in 
writing, which could then be placed on the Agenda for consideration at the 
next Senate meeting. 


Senate was advised that the understanding expressed above, was correct. 


It was wondered what steps would be taken to inform students who would 
be coming into the University this Summer, about the proposed change, 
since presumably the change would contradict what is stated in the 
Calendar. 


It was explained that a note has been inserted in the Calendar to the effect 
that the proposal was before Senate and also that a statement was worked 
out which would be sent or personally communicated to the appropriate 
people in the C.E.G.E.P.'s, so that students who have already been 
informed by Liaison personnel about the former or existing state of the 
programme, would then have information at this stage when they are 
making application to Concordia. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Para-Academic Credit 


Dean Taddeo presented and explained the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
motion that Para-Academic Activity classification in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science be discontinued, (document US-82-1-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JANKOWSKI, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL THAT THE PARA-ACADEMIC 
CLASSIFICATION IN THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE BE 
DISCONTINUED, (DOCUMENT US-82-1-D3), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw stated that the matter was discussed at the last U.C.C.C. 
meeting and although the Committee has not made a written submission, it 
was nonetheless prepared to support the resolution, the more so since there 
seemed to be alternative ways of achieving much of what was covered by 
the previous system. 
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It was stated that there were only three students present at the Council 
meeting when the resolution was adopted, which was indicative of a 
problem that para-academic credits, in a reinterpretation, might help to 
solve. It has been a historical problem for the Students' Association to get 
students to sit on various University bodies, including Senate and the 
Faculty Councils and there were precedents at other universities for the 
granting of credits for acting as student representatives. CUSA would like 
to try and protect that concept and to see it implemented in this University. 
Moreover, there was a feeling that the existence of the Para-Academic credit 
programme was not well known throughout the student body. At the same 
time it was admitted that the former CUSA Educational Vice-President had 
committed herself to undertake a survey amongst the student body on this 
issue, but unfortunately she was overworked and was unable to complete 
that project and ultimately had to resign. It was further stated that a CUSA 
Departmental Council Committee has been set up to consider this matter and 
it was hoped the item could be tabled for at least a month so that a survey 
could be taken and a presentation made to Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. GARON, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE DISCONTINUANCE 
OF THE PARA-ACADEMIC ACTIVITY CLASSIFICATION IN THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, BE TABLED. 


Again it was explained that the motion to table was being made in order to 
provide time for the CUSA Departmental Council Committee, which was 
considering the matter, to conduct a survey and prepare and present a 
report. 

THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Student Eligibility Regulations 


The resolution to amend the Student Eligibility Regulations, (document 
US-81-11-D5), was presented and explained. Senate was advised that the 
first sentence in the proposed amendment to item 2a), should be changed to 
read "be currently registered in the University as an undergraduate or 
graduate student". The thrust of the resolution to amend item 2a), was to 
make it possible for independent students to be appointed to the Senate, 
Faculty Councils, etc. 


It was stated that the proposed amendment to item 2a), even as changed, 
would not accomplish what was intended, because independent students 
were neither undergraduates nor graduates. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that if the students wanted to accomplish what they 
had in mind, the Student Eligibility Regulations could be amended simply 
by omitting item 2a), which would mean in effect, that there would be no 
limitation insofar as the eligibility of student representation was concerned. 
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Another suggestion was made that the first sentence in the proposed 
amendment to item 2a), be changed to read simply "be currently registered 
in the University as a student". 


Senate was advised that the proposed amendment to item 2a), of the Student 
Eligibility Regulations, could lead to a situation whereby independent 
students who were not admissible to the University, could actually be sitting 
on Senate. 


It was agreed that the proposed amendment to item 2a), of the Student 
Eligibility Regulations be changed to read - "be currently registered in the 
University as a student. It is understood that any student taking a course or 
courses at Concordia University may sit as a member of a University body 
when nominated by the student association s/he pays fees to". 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION TO AMEND ITEM 2a) OF THE STUDENT 
ELIGIBILITY REGULATIONS, AS CHANGED, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D5), BE APPROVED. 


The ensuing discussion centered on the question of allowing independent 
students to sit on Senate and other University bodies. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION TO AMEND SECTION 4a) OF THE 
STUDENT ELIGIBILITY REGULATIONS, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D5), BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT REFERENCE TO THE COMPUTER SCIENCE COMMITTEE BE 
ELIMINATED FROM SECTIONS 1 AND 2b) OF THE STUDENT 
ELIGIBILITY REGULATIONS. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Non Credit course offerings for students 55 years of age and over 


In presenting and explaining the Proposal for non credit course offerings for 
students 55 years of age and over, (document US-81-11-D6), Mr. Schiff 
emphasized that the presence of such students would be a great stimulation 
for other students in a given class and a move that would result in 
considerable prestige for the University among the community. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. SCHIFF, SECONDED BY PROF. TRUDEL, 
THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR NON CREDIT COURSE OFFERINGS 
FOR STUDENTS 55 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D6), BE APPROVED IN PRINCIPLE AND REFERRED TO 
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U.C.C.C. OR ANOTHER COMMITTEE TO WORK OUT ANY 
TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES BEFORE IMPLEMENTATION. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that the basic question was on approval of the 
Proposal "in principle" and if it is passed, Senate could then determine 
where it should be referred, 1.e., U.C.C.C. or some other group. 


In response to a question, Prof. Whitelaw advised that some of the 
implementation difficulties were minor, but at the same time there were a 
few things in the Proposal that would have to be looked at closely. These 
included clearly defining what is meant by an "audit" category; the awarding 
of certificates on the basis of class participation, including term papers, 
particularly in a course in which there were term papers but no final 
examination; the question of expectation, i.e., ensuring that the courses 
made available were those which the people actually wanted to take; the 
problem of incorporating such students into the normal registration and 
other processes; and the use of the phrase "non credit course offerings", 
when in fact what was being proposed was that these students be allowed to 
take credit courses but on a non-credit basis. He suggested that perhaps it 
would be better to explore further various proposed solutions to these 
problems and bring them back to Senate for the next meeting rather than to 
accept the Proposal "in principle", when one was not quite sure what was 
being accepted. 


Prof. Trudel advised that his intent in seconding the motion was in fact that 
the Proposal should go to committee for serious consideration, as suggested 
above by Prof. Whitelaw. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he understood the motion indeed to be a very 
general one and that it would be consistent for whichever committee the 
Proposal is referred to, to come back to Senate with whatever system they 
might care to propose, to accomplish the basic goal set out in document 
US-81-11-D6. The motion, if passed, would be interpreted in that light. 


Other issues raised and responded to included questions on the age of 55 
years; whether the Proposal would attract new students to the University; 
the possibility of using the independent student: category, to accomplish the 
aim of the proposal; and the possibility of considering, as a separate issue, 
the question of auditing courses. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the motion which was just passed, included the 
provision that the Proposal be referred either to U.C.C.C. or to a special 
committee that might be set up and he would like to have Senate's views on 
that question. 


Senate was advised that there was a committee in existence under the 
chairmanship of Prof. Whitelaw, dealing with the question of 
non-programme students and it was suggested that the Proposal be referred 
to that Committee. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WHITELAW, THAT THE PROPOSAL, (DOCUMENT US-81-11-D6), 
BE REFERRED TO THE RECTOR'S ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON 
NON-PROGRAMME STUDENTS. 


It was suggested and agreed that the Committee meet with Mr. Schiff, 
concerning the working out of the various details of the Proposal. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Report from the Curriculum Coordinating Committee 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from the Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee which contained recommendations on 
undergraduate programmes of concentration and on the interpretation and 
application of the policy on second degrees, (document US-81-11-D7). 


Concerning the recommendations regarding undergraduate programmes- of 
concentration, (Section A, document US-81-11-D7), Prof. Whitelaw 
explained that the first three recommendations dealt with the combination of 
different kinds of concentrations within a programme; recommendations 4 
and 5 were related to extended programmes; recommendations 6, 7, and 8, 
were related to minors; recommendation 9, addressed the question of 
exemptions; and finally, number 10 was simply a recommendation on what 
should happen next. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT RECOMMENDATIONS 1, 2, and 3, (SECTION A, 
DOCUMENT US-81-11-D7), BE APPROVED. 


Issues raised centered on the question of students being allowed to complete 
an Honours programme and a Major programme by extending the total 
number of credits beyond the normal 90 credit limit; the question of students 
being allowed to combine two majors in areas which a given Faculty has 
determined to be an acceptable combination; and the question of combining 
major programmes between two different Faculties. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON, AND WAS CARRIED. 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SHAMES, THAT RECOMMENDATIONS 4 AND 5, (SECTION A, 
DOCUMENT US-81-11-D7), BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JANKOWSKI, THAT RECOMMENDATIONS 6, 7, AND 8, (SECTION 
A, DOCUMENT US-81-11-D7), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PALLEN, THAT RECOMMENDATION 9, (SECTION A, DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D7), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FINK, THAT RECOMMENDATION 10, (SECTION A, DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D7), BE APPROVED. 


It was agreed that the deadline date for responses from Faculties and other 
bodies, be changed from March 1, 1982 to May 1, 1982. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained the Recommendations on the interpretation and 
application of the policy on second degrees, (Section B, document 
US-81-11-D7). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE 
INTERPRETATION AND APPLICATION OF THE POLICY ON 
SECOND DEGREES, (SECTION B, DOCUMENT US-81-11-D7), BE 
APPROVED. 


In response to a concern which was voiced over the idea of discouraging 
students from pursuing second Bachelor's degrees, (Recommendation 1, 
Section B, document US-81-11-D7), it was explained that this was intended 
to be a counselling recommendation more than anything else, 1.e., it was 
directed at students who nay not be aware of the fact that their own 
particular purposes might be better served by taking a Diploma or a Master's 
degree. 


It was suggested that students might choose to take a second Bachelor's 
degree for a whole variety of reasons, including the very rigorous 
competition with respect to admission into Graduate programmes and the 
desire of students to liberalize their education, and it was argued that in fact 
it might be in the best interest of the University, as well as in the best 
interests of the students, to at least not discourage the taking of second 
Bachelor's degrees. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that in this matter we were not talking about anything 
very fundamental, but rather we were talking about the formulation of 
Recommendation 1. He suggested that Senate could either take it as it 
stands, or, if there is a feeling that it overstates the degree of 
discouragement that there should be, an amendment could be proposed that 
Recommendation | be referred back to U.C.C.C. to be reformulated. 
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AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHAMES, SECONDED 

BY MR. ARNKVARN, THAT RECOMMENDATION 1, (SECTION B, 
DOCUMENT US-81-11-D7), BE REFERRED BACK TO U.C.C.C.TO 
BE REFORMULATED. 


The following was suggested as a reformulation of Recommendation 1, - 
"Where students wish to enrol in second Bachelor's degrees, care should be 
taken to ensure that they are made fully aware of other possibilities in the 
form of Diploma or Master's programmes." 


IT WAS AGREED THAT THE AMENDMENT BE WITHDRAWN AND 
THAT RECOMMENDATION 1, (SECTION B, DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D7), BE REFORMULATED AS SUGGESTED ABOVE. 


In response to a question as to how students were to be made aware of the 
possibilities mentioned in Recommendation 1, it was suggested that an 
appropriate sentence could be added under the heading of "Second 
Degrees", in the Undergraduate Calendar and also that an attempt could be 
made to ensure that the points of contact in the University, 1.e., 
Admissions, Academic Departments, etc., were informed of 
Recommendation 1. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Programme Review 


Concerning the item on Undergraduate Programme Review, Dr. O'Brien 
drew Senate's attention to document US-82-1-D5 which was a further 
report from the Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation. He 
explained that the Report had been prepared since the last meeting of Senate 
when this matter was discussed. At that meeting mention had been made of 
the possibility of giving a role in an evaluation process to the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation and the question had been 
raised as to exactly what the membership and mandate of that Committee 
was. Consequently, those documents have been appended to the Report, 
(document US-82-1-D5), for the information of Senate, i.e. they were not 
really a part of the Report itself and were here basically because Senate had 
requested that they be made available. Dr. O'Brien further explained that 
Senate, at its last meeting, passed two resolutions, which were noted in 
Section 1.5 of the Report from the Senate Committee on Priorities and 
Resource Allocation. These decisions mean, in effect, that Senate has 
already taken a position for review procedures at the Faculty level. The 
Recommendations in Section 3, document US-82-1-D5, were being 
brought to Senate by the Committee, in the light of Senate's discussion at 
the last meeting. The Recommendations were essentially restatements, with 
some variations of the part of the earlier SCPRA report that had not yet been 
dealt with by Senate. 


It was argued that if part of the intended role of the proposed Review 
Committee was to look at, coordinate and bring together the evaluations 


carried out by the various Faculties, so as to aid in the long term planning of 
the University in some fashion or another, then that function should fall 
under the jurisdiction of the Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource 
Allocation itself. On the other hand, if the actual function was purely going 
to be to look at the academic aspect of programmes, to identify academic 
problems and submit a report to Senate recommending that in a particular 
programme, improved advising was needed or that the curriculum should be 
changed, etc., then, it was argued, a Senate Committee already existed for 
that purpose, namely, the Curriculum Coordinating Committee. It was 
argued that in either case we did not need to set up yet another committee to 
duplicate the functions of already existing Senate committees. 


Other issues, concerns, arguments, etc. which were voiced included the 
need to set up a committee which was not "top heavy" with administrators; 
mandating the Senate Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee to 
undertake the functions of the proposed Academic Evaluation Review 
Board; the faculty memberships on the proposed A.E.R.B., particularly 
with respect to the representation from the Faculty of Arts and Science; and 
the linkage between academic programme reviews and budgetary 
considerations. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY DR. DESPLAND, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION ON THE 
EVALUATION OF UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMMES, (SECTION 3, 
DOCUMENT US-82-1-D5), BE APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY 
MR. GARON, THAT ANY REFERENCE TO ANY FINANCIAL OR 
BUDGETARY LINKAGE, OR ANY USAGE OF THE REPORT FOR 
ACADEMIC EVALUATION, FOR BUDGETARY PURPOSES OR 
CUTBACKS, BE ELIMINATED FROM THE REPORT, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-1-D5). 


It was pointed out that according to the motion on the floor, it was only the 
Recommendations in the Report that were being adopted and the only 
reference to the budget was in Recommendation 3.3, page 3, document 
US-82-1-D5. It was suggested that the intent of the amendment would be 
accomplished by changing Recommendation 3.3, page 3, document 
US-82-1-D5, to read - "That the Board conduct its operations only with a 
view to maintaining regular periodic assessment of the quality and 
appropriateness of existing and potential programmes.” 


It was noted however that there was also a statement in Section 2.4, page 2, 
of the Report, concerning budgetary implications and it was suggested that 
it might be better to specifically identify those two areas (Sections 2.4 and 
3.3), rather than making a general amendment. That is, in Section 2.4, page 
2, beginning with the sentence "The Committee is of the opinion ..." to the 
end of the paragraph, should be eliminated, along with the last two lines in 
Section 3.3, page 3, document US-82-1-D5. 


In response to the above, it was argued that the first part of the document 
was the Report of the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee and that 
Senate was voting only on the Recommendations contained in Section 3 of 
document US-82-1-D5. That is, the motion was with respect to the 
Recommendations only and we could not change the actual Report from the 
Committee. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the sentence - "The Committee is of the opinion 
that a budgetary link must exist", (Section 2.4, page 2, document 
US-82-1-D5), was a fact and could not be changed by Senate. However, 
Senate could disagree with that opinion and if Senate passes the amendment 
on the floor, Senate, in effect, would be clearly disagreeing with it. 


A lengthy discussion on the amendment followed, during which arguments 
were voiced both for and against the question of linkage between academic 
programme evaluations and budgetary considerations. 


A MOTION TO CAIJ, THE QUESTION ON THE AMENDMENT WAS 
VOTED AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the original recommendation from S.C.P.R.A. that 
an evaluation process of this kind be established, did not make any 
reference to there being a budgetary link. The thinking of the Committee at 
that time was that, without building an absolute prohibition against there 
ever being any budgetary relationships, nevertheless the emphasis should 
not include a budgetary link, 1.e., the process was for the purpose of 
academic review and that it should not be particularly related to the budget. 
The fact that the Committee was now presenting a quite different 
recommendation is because, as explained in Section 2.4, the Committee has 
come to the opinion that in present and probably future circumstances, not 
to have a budgetary link was being unrealistic. That is, the process of 
simply having an academic evaluation was no doubt valid and valuable in its 
own right, but if the overwhelming problems of the next few years are 
going to be budgetary ones, there 1§ an important need to have input to that 
process. Also, if the proposed academic evaluation process is set up entirely 
independent of any budgetary implications, it may indeed be very valuable 
in its own way, but the overall interests of the University will not be well 
served. 


It was stated that one agreed with the idea that the University should not be 
unrealistic about its budget and the implications insofar as an increase or 
decrease in its programmes was concerned, but it was argued that that has to 
be separated from the academic review process. It was further argued that 
academic review was a continuing process that must go on in the University 
whether we were in a fat year or a lean year. It was also stated that one 
would support the amendment on the floor, on the understanding that, since 
academic review never occurs in a vacuum, it may be necessary at some 
point in the future to use the material that has been gathered, to make 
budgetary decisions, but not by the same committee and not in the same 
context. 


Dr. O'Brien again drew Senate's attention to Recommendation 3.3, which 
states in part "...with the understanding that its findings may be used as a 
basis for budgetary decisions." He explained that the reason for including 
that statement was precisely for the idea that its report might well be pulled 
out of the file after it was available but, he emphasized that there was really 
no thought in the Committee's mind that the Academic Review Committee 
would become the Academic and Budget Review Committee. At the same 
time there was also the feeling that, in the circumstances of the time, one 
probably has to recognize that issue and decide it one way or the other. That 
is, it has to be decided either that such reports never will be used or 
recognize that when, as, and if it becomes relevant, they may be used. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. WILLS, 
THAT THE ITEM BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED. 


Discussion continued on the question of linkage between the academic 
review process and budgetary decisions. 


Again Dr. O'Brien emphasized that the Recommendation from S.C.P.R.A. 
was that what be done be an academic evaluation and there has been no 
suggestion that there be an academic and budgetary evaluation. In addition, 
the Committee was fully of the opinion that it was absolutely possible to do 
an academic evaluation without any very direct relationship or consideration 
of budgets. The point at issue, and where the Committee has changed its 
mind along the way, was to make it much more explicit than the Committee 
might have thought of doing 18 months ago, that the outcome of the 
academic evaluation process may end up having an influence on the 
budgetary decisions that get taken. 


It was argued that to advise a given department that its programme was 
being evaluated academically but there may be budgetary implications, 
would result in the complete colouring of the type of information that we 
would be getting from that department. It was further argued that if 
decisions were going to have to be made concerning budgets, that 
prerogative should lie first of all in the hands of the respective Faculties, 
rather than in the hands of a university-wide body. One could support fully 
the concept of a university-wide academic evaluation review board, but if 
we were going to eventually reach the point of having to decide which 
programmes should or should not be continued, the Faculties ought to be 
able to have some source of direct input to the decision process. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were a number of very significant choices 
before Senate. Senate could pass the amendment which essentially 
eliminates any reference to budgetary decisions; it could pass the 
recommendation as it stands, which leaves a reference to budgetary 
decisions that some members of Senate obviously feel is too strong; and a 
third possibility was to rewrite item 3.3, using the word "budget" in some 
manner, either in noun or adjectival form. He further stated that Senators 


who feel that there should be no reference to budget should simply vote for 
the amendment, which would accomplish that, but there may be a challenge 
to anyone who wishes to, to contemplate or suggest something else that 
might be more acceptable. 


In response to a question as to the wording of the amendment on the floor, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that it was to remove the word "not" in the first line of 
item 3.3, page 3, document US-82-1-D5, and remove everything following 
the comma in the third line. That is, item 3.3, if the amendment is passed, 
would read - "THAT THE BOARD CONDUCT ITS OPERATIONS ONLY 
WITH A VIEW TO MAINTAINING REGULAR PERIODIC 
ASSESSMENT OF THE QUALITY AND APPROPRIATENESS OF 
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL PROGRAMMES". 


With respect to the possibility of rewording item 3.3, to reflect a middle of 
the road formulation, it was suggested that that might be accomplished by 
changing it to read "That the major function and emphasis of the Board be 
the maintaining of regular periodic assessment of the quality and 
appropriateness of existing and potential programmes, but with the 
understanding that its findings may be used as a basis for budgetary 
decisions”. 


Another suggestion was that, in addition to the elimination of the words in 
item 3.3, as encompassed by the amendment on the floor, the word "only" 
also be eliminated. Item 3.3 would then read - "That the Board conduct its 
operations with a view to maintaining regular periodic assessment of the 
quality and appropriateness of existing and potential programmes.” It was 
explained that by eliminating the word "only", we would have a middle of 
the road formulation in that we still have an academic review, but the item, 
as reformulated, would not be as restrictive insofar as the findings of the 
Board were concerned. That is, we would not have the restrictiveness of the 
original amendment, but neither would we have the blatent budgetary aspect 
of the original proposal, i.e., there would be no explicit mention of the 
word budget. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED 
BY DEAN TADDEO, THAT IN ADDITION TO THE ELIMINATION OF 
THE WORDS ENCOMPASSED BY THE AMENDMENT, THE WORD 
"ONLY" IN THE FIRST LINE OF ITEM 3.3, PAGE 3, DOCUMENT 
US-82-1-D5. ALSO BE DELETED. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that if the sub-amendment 
and the amendment were passed, item 3.3, page 3, document US-82-1-D5, 
would read - "THAT THE BOARD CONDUCT ITS OPERATIONS WITH 
A VIEW TO MAINTAINING REGULAR PERIODIC ASSESSMENT OF 
THE QUALITY AND APPROPRIATENESS OF EXISTING AND 
POTENTIAL PROGRAI4MES". 


THE MOVER AND SECONDED AGREED THAT THE 
SUB-AMENDMENT BE INCORPORATED INTO THE AMENDMENT. 


82-1-15 


82-1-16 


82-1-17 


82-1-18 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY 
DR. BREEN, THAT THE PHRASE - "ONE FROM THE HUMANITIES 
AND SOCIAL SCIENCES, THE OTHER FROM THE NATURAL 
SCIENCES;'T BE DELETED FROM THE SECOND PARAGRAPH 
CONCERNING THE FACULTY MENBERSHIPS FROM THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE ON THE ACADEMIC 
EVALUATION REVIEW BOARD, (ITEM 3.2, PAGE 3, DOCUMENT 
US-82-1-D5). 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 


A proposed amendment to the effect that the functions described in 
Recommendation 3.1, page 2, document US-82-1-D5, be assigned to the 
University Curriculum Coordinating Committee, was lost for the want of a 
seconder. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Prof. Giguere gave notice of motion for the next meeting of Senate - that the 
Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation be eliminated. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. GARON, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT AGENDA ITEMS XII AND XIII BE TABLED, WITH THE 
PROVISO THAT ITEM XIII BECOME ITEM I ON THE AGENDA FOR 
THE NEXT MEETING. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Next meeting 


It was agreed that because of a conflict between the dates of the regular 
February meeting of Senate and the Rector's Holiday, the next Senate 
meeting would be held on Friday, February 19, 1982. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


